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ABSTRACT

Alarcon, Gene Michael. M.S., Department of Psychology, Wright State University, 2007.
The Relationship between Burnout and Engagement: A Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

Researchers have purported that burnout and engagement measure the same three latent
constructs, energy, identification, and efficacy at work, but few have actually researched
the theory (Maslach & Leiter, 1997; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Burnout has been
consistently related to workplace demands such as emotional labor (Brotheridge &
Grandey, 2002; Brotheridge & Lee, 2002). The current study investigated whether
burnout and engagement are comprised of energy, identification, and efficacy in a sample
with high demands for emotional labor. A confirmatory factor analysis suggested that
burnout and engagement might in fact be separate second order latent constructs
comprised of only two constructs, emotional exhaustion and cynicism, and vigor and
dedication for burnout and engagement, respectively.
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Introduction
Burnout is a serious issue for organizations. Research indicates that organizational
outcomes of burnout are exhaustion, absenteeism, lowered productivity, less
effectiveness at work, reduced commitment to the job, turnover intentions, and actual
turnover (Cordes & Dougherty, 2003; Maslach, 2003; Maslach & Goldberg, 1998;
Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). For people, burnout can result in anxiety,
depression, drops in self-esteem, substance abuse, and increased health problems.
Burnout is also seen as contagious in the work environment and has a negative spillover
effect on people’s home lives (Maslach, 2003; Maslach et al., 2001). In short, burnout is
an important aspect of workplace stress.
Burnout is purported to be the erosion of energy, identification, and efficacy at
work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). We can see this erosion in the three steps of the
burnout process emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and reduced personal accomplishment,
all of which are modestly correlated with each other (Maslach et al., 2001). It is this
process of erosion that leads to the negative outcomes of burnout. Recently, there has
been inquiry into a concept that contrasts with burnout, engagement.
Engagement is purported to be the strengthening of energy, identification, and
efficacy in work, rather than the erosion of these constructs. Engagement is considered to
be the opposite of burnout (Maslach & Leiter, 1997), characterized by vigor, dedication,
and absorption (Schaufeli, Martinez, Marques Pinto, Salanova, & Bakker, 2002;
Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Baker, 2002). Engagement is important in the
workplace because it can lead to personal investment in one’s work and increased
organizational commitment (Hakanen, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006). Engagement as
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defined by Maslach and Leiter (1997) is an emotional response to the work itself, much
like burnout.
The burnout and engagement processes are hypothesized to be the erosion of, or
enhancement of three latent constructs: energy, identification, and efficacy at work
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). The energy dimension refers to emotional energy people feel
at work. Identification concerns the extent to which people relate to the work. Efficacy at
work involves beliefs people hold that they can perform the job well (Gecas, 1989).
These three latent constructs are hypothesized to comprise burnout and engagement.
Energy at work is the amount of vitality felt at work. It is the ability to mentally
persist with tasks (Lykken, 2005). Energy involves being able to focus attention on tasks
and assists with cognitive demands. It can lead to successful performance and
constructive achievement. Low energy can lead to trouble making decisions, feeling
overwhelmed, putting things off, and loss of interest (Fehnel, Bann, Hogue, Kwong, &
Mahajan, 2004).
The identification construct refers to the extent which people relate to the work.
Identification with the work involves value assessment, emotions, goals, and perception
of the work. It is the extent to which people see a relationship between the work and
themselves, through reputation, mannerisms, and popularity (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992).
People may also receive some sense of self worth from identifying with the work. People
that do not identify with the work may not get a sense of worth from the work, and may
not see a relationship between themselves and the work except for work providing pay.
Efficacy at work concerns the perception of ability to perform the job well.
Cognitive theories of efficacy focus on people’s perceptions of ability, not necessarily
2

their true ability (Gecas, 1989). The current study investigated efficacy expectations,
beliefs that people hold that they can successfully perform a particular action. Efficacy
expectations do not focus on whether a given action will lead to certain outcomes. The
focus of the expectancy is whether people believe they can perform the task adequately.
People with low efficacy expectations may not feel a sense of perceived ability to
perform a particular action.
The current study examined whether burnout and engagement are opposite ends
of energy, identification, and efficacy continuums. It is imperative to determine whether
burnout and engagement are measuring the same three latent constructs because the
research will lead to a better theoretical understanding of the constructs that comprise
burnout and engagement. Additionally, research on the second order latent constructs will
lead to a better understanding of the constructs of burnout and engagement. With more
precisely defined constructs of burnout and engagement we can further determine how
burnout and engagement function in the workplace. This understanding can inform
theories to prevent burnout and promote engagement.
Burnout
Burnout is an important aspect of workplace stress. The study of burnout
originated in the helping professions such as nursing, law enforcement, and others, due to
the high workplace demands and shortage of personnel in the helping professions
(Maslach et al., 2001). People working in helping professions felt a loss of idealism and
extreme fatigue. These issues prompted research in the field, leading to the development
of the Maslach Burnout Inventory Human Services Survey (MBI-HSS) (Maslach &
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Jackson, 1981) which measures burnout in human service professions. A comprehensive
theory of stress is necessary for a better understanding of burnout.
Conservation of resources (COR) theory purports four types of resources that aid
in preventing burnout: objects, conditions, personal characteristics, and energies
(Hobfoll, 1989). Object resources are valued because of their physical nature or
secondary status based on their expense or rarity. Conditions are resources to the degree
they are sought after. Personal characteristics are resources to the degree they aid in
dealing with stress. Energies are resources valued for their aid in acquiring other
resources.
Conservation of resources theory asserts that the amount of resources at the
disposal of people is important (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll, Freedy, Lane, & Geller, 1990).
The more resources people have at their disposal the more productive coping strategies
will be employed, which will lead to more resources. Conversely, the less resources
people have at their disposal the more maladaptive coping will be employed, leading to
fewer resources in the future.
The lack of resources coupled with demands leads to burnout (Hobfoll et al.,
1990). People with high demands and high resources may not burnout because they have
a sufficient amount of resources to deal with the demands. People with low resources and
low demands will not burnout because they do not have demands placed on them and are
not using up the low resources at their disposal. People with high demands, such as long
work hours, and low resources will burnout because there is a high demand and little or
no resources to combat the demands. The coupling of low resources and high demands
leads to an erosion of other resources such as energy, identification, and efficacy, which
4

is the burnout process. This theory was demonstrated in a study of Chinese teachers
(Tang, Au, Schwarzer, & Schmitz, 2001). The study demonstrated that teachers with low
resources were more likely to burnout. Similar findings were obtained in a heterogeneous
group of working people (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002).
Burnout is exemplified by five characteristics (Maslach et al., 2001). First, there is
a lack of energy such as mental or emotional exhaustion, fatigue, and depression. Second,
the emphasis of burnout is on mental and behavioral symptoms more than physical ones.
Third, burnout and its symptoms are work related. Fourth, the symptoms manifest
themselves in people that do not suffer from psychopathology. Lastly, there is a decrease
in performance and effectiveness at work because of negative attitudes and behaviors
associated with burnout. The characteristics of burnout are exemplified in the three steps
of the burnout process: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization/cynicism, and reduced
personal accomplishment (Maslach et al., 2001).
The first step in burnout is emotional exhaustion (Leiter & Maslach, 1988).
Emotional exhaustion consists of a feeling of not being able to give any more emotionally
to the job because people have nothing more to give (Maslach & Goldberg, 1998;
Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli et al., 2002a; Schaufeli et al., 2002b). Emotional
exhaustion is characterized by a lack of emotional energy and a perception that emotional
resources are depleted (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993). Emotional exhaustion is the
response to chronic stressors in the workplace such as work overload. These stressors are
constant over time and put pressure on people, causing emotional exhaustion. Emotional
exhaustion is the step of burnout that most researchers purport spans across jobs because
it is the most consistent aspect of burnout. Emotional exhaustion is the only construct that
5

is present in all the samples from previous research, regardless of profession (Cordes &
Dougherty, 1993).
Emotional exhaustion is the depletion of the energy construct (Gonzalez-Roma,
Schaufeli, Bakker, & Lloret, 2006). It is the lack of emotional energy, not physical
energy. People are not physically fatigued from performing a strenuous job such as
manual labor; rather it is the feeling of being emotionally drained from the lack of
resources to deal with demands and stressors. This lack of energy, seen as a further loss
of resources, will lead to maladaptive coping such as depersonalization.
Originally, the second step in the burnout process was depersonalization (Maslach
et al., 2001). Depersonalization is an attempt to distance from the job and clients by
actively ignoring the client’s unique and engaging qualities. Depersonalization can lead
to dehumanization, treating people as objects. Depersonalization is seen as a form of
coping because it distances workers from the job and clients. Human services professions
require the providers to care about the individuals receiving their services, or at least to
display the appropriate emotions (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Henderson, 2001; Lively,
2002). The human service workers who depersonalize at their job are attempting to block
negative emotions, to reduce emotional exhaustion and regain resources, increasing
energy.
Cynicism was introduced to substitute depersonalization in non-human service
fields (Leiter & Schaufeli, 1996). Cynicism is a broader construct, including interactions
with coworkers (Maslach et al., 2001). Cynicism is negativism and acting selfishly or
callously. Cynicism can be directed toward people, work, or situations. An example of
cynicism toward people would be thinking everyone at work is fake or out to hurt you.
6

Cynicism in regard to work would be exemplified by thoughts of work as meaningless.
Situational cynicism can involve thinking cynically about the workplace but not the
work; such as thinking other hospitals are better than the one they work in.
Depersonalization is a type of cynicism because people act callously towards others and
treat them as objects; and they perceive the job as not significant or not worth doing well.
Depersonalization and cynicism are both types of distance coping. Distancing is a
form of coping that enables people to mentally disengage from the stressful situation
(Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004). Distancing occurs as a coping mechanism to emotional
exhaustion, to disengage the person from the work, preventing further emotional
exhaustion (Maslach, 2003; Maslach & Goldberg, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001). People
attempt to cope with emotional exhaustion by becoming emotionally detached using
distancing. They may become emotionally detached, but may also start to become callous
and negative (Maslach et al., 2001).
Distancing is not an effective coping mechanism in most situations (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984). People with little or no control over the situation, such as hospice
patients, may engage in distancing because there is nothing they can do to exert control
over the situation. Distancing is maladaptive when people do have control over the
situation because they may not engage in any problem-focused coping, thus not
eliminating the stressor (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Distance coping may be a response
to stressors characterized by high demands and low resources (Hobfoll, 1989). People
may perceive distance coping as an effective means to disassociate with the demands or
stressors. However, they lose more resources than are preserved due to possible lowered
sense of identification or commitment that can result in lower morale, impaired social
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functioning, and possible damage to health (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). These
consequences then lead to further resource loss (Hobfoll, 1989).
The distancing that occurs in burnout is an erosion of identification with work
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli et al., 2002b). People no longer relate to the job. As
distancing occurs they become callous and negative about the job and perhaps the
profession. People experience an erosion of identification with work, or no longer
associates themselves with the job or profession. They may not perceive the work as
meaningful to their self worth. The relationship previously held with work has dissipated,
and people may not take pride in their work.
Reduced personal accomplishment is the third step in the burnout process (Leiter
& Maslach, 1988). In burnout people feel a diminished sense of personal
accomplishment, such as the perception that they cannot perform the job adequately. The
perceived reduction in performance in human service professions stems from being
emotionally exhausted and depersonalizing (Maslach et al., 2001). A recognized part of
the job is caring about and helping others, but if people are depersonalizing they will
perceive they are not doing an adequate job.
Reduced personal accomplishment is a decrease in one’s perceived professional
efficacy (Maslach & Leiter, 1997). This feeling of decreased efficacy is exemplified in
human-service and customer service fields such as nursing and customer service. In
human service and customer service professions people may feel they should not be
feeling the lack of emotional energy experienced in the emotional exhaustion and
cynicism phases of burnout. The emotional dissonance that occurs from believing that
they should not feel the lack of emotional energy and should not be engaging in the
8

distancing leads to more stressors and emotional exhaustion, leading to fewer resources.
This process starts the spiral toward greater burnout and eventual turnover due to the lack
of resources (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 1990).
The burnout process is continuous. Burnout is not experienced as an intermittent
process, in which people have to experience a certain threshold of emotional exhaustion
and then start to depersonalize to a certain threshold, then feels a sense of reduced
personal accomplishment. Rather, people may feel a small amount of emotional
exhaustion, resulting in a small extent of depersonalization, which then leads to a small
amount of reduced personal accomplishment. The reduced personal accomplishment then
leads to more emotional exhaustion, continuing the burnout spiral. The spiral is depicted
in Figure 1. People that experience burnout will continually burnout, increasing in
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal accomplishment until
eventual turnover. This is a spiral into burnout, which slowly erodes energy,
identification, and efficacy.
Engagement
Engagement, the opposite of burnout, is a considered to be a feeling of high
energy, identification with the job, and high efficacy (Schaufeli et al., 2002b). Research
on engagement is influenced by an emerging field of psychology called positive
psychology, which focuses on human strengths and optimal functioning (Schaufeli et al.,
2002b). It is important to differentiate between engagement and commitment, job
satisfaction, or job involvement. Maslach and Goldberg (1998) conceptualize
engagement as different from organizational commitment, which is a focus on the
organization, whereas engagement is a focus on the work itself. Job satisfaction is the
9

“extent to which work is a source of need fulfillment and contentment, it does not entail a
relationship with the work itself” (Maslach et al., 2001 p.416). Similarly, job involvement
does not fully encompass engagement because it does not include energy or efficacy in it
(Maslach et al., 2001). Engagement is seen as an emotional response to the work itself.
Demands are an integral part of engagement. Engaged people have moderate to
high demands in the workplace. People that do not have any demands placed on them
will not feel energetic, identified or efficacious with the job. A job such as nursing may
have high demands but people can feel energy from completion of tasks, identification as
a nurse, and efficacy because they perceive themselves doing a good job with the work.
Resources are important to engagement. Engaged people have many resources at
their disposal (Hobfoll, 1990). These resources help people cope with stressors and
complete tasks. For example, teachers that have enough time to complete their lesson
plans will be more likely to be engaged than teachers that have very little time to get the
lesson plans together. Resources that are available help people produce more actual
resources for future demands. Resource accumulation starts a spiral towards more
resources in the future, leading to better coping mechanisms.
Schaufeli et al. (2002b) have found engagement consists of vigor, dedication, and
absorption as measured by the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES). Vigor is the
first step in the process of engagement. Vigor is characterized by high levels of energy
and mental resilience at work (Maslach & Goldberg, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001;
Schaufeli et al., 2002b). People feel motivated at work due to an abundance of resources
(Hakanen et al., 2006). Unlike people experiencing emotional exhaustion, they have an
abundance of resources for dealing with the high demands at work.
10

Vigor is an abundance of energy at work, due to an abundance of resources
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2001; Schaufeli et al., 2002b). The vigor portion of the UWES
indicates whether people are high on the energy construct; whereas emotional exhaustion
from the MBI measures whether people are low on the energy construct. Vigor is
conceptualized as the opposite of emotional exhaustion, because both measure the latent
energy construct (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Vigor has been consistently negatively
correlated with emotional exhaustion (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006; Hakanen et al., 2006;
Langelaan, Bakker, van Dooren, & Schaufeli, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli
et al., 2002a; Schaufeli et al., 2002b).
The second step of engagement is dedication. Dedication is exemplified by a
sense of significance, enthusiasm, challenge, pride, and inspiration (Schaufeli et al.,
2002b). Dedication is significantly negatively correlated with organizational commitment
(Hakanen et al., 2006), and has consistently been correlated with distancing found in
burnout (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006; Hakanen et al., 2006; Langelaan et al., 2006;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli et al., 2002a; Schaufeli et al., 2002b). Resources
assist in promoting dedication because people have enough resources to complete a task.
The consistent completion of tasks, abundance of resources and high energy at
work will lead to dedication, which is identification with the work. Dedication is
conceptualized as high levels of identification with the job (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2001;
Schaufeli et al., 2002b). Whereas in burnout people are attempting to unidentify with the
work due to emotional exhaustion; in engagement they highly relate themselves with the
work.
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Absorption is the third step of engagement. Absorption is characterized by
focused attention, a clear mind, intrinsic enjoyment, loss of self-consciousness, distortion
of time, a sense of complete control, and effortless concentration (Schaufeli et al.,
2002b). Absorption is similar to the construct of flow, the difference between the two
constructs is that flow is experienced in short peak episodes, whereas absorption is
experienced in persistent and encompassing episodes, such as when an person is at work
(Csikszentmihalyi, Abuhamdeh, & Nakamura, 2005; Schaufeli et al., 2002b).
Absorption is conceptualized as high efficacy in the workplace. People that are
absorbed becomes so efficacious at work they become immersed in the work. Efficacy is
the perception that one is doing good work and has control over the situation (Gecas,
1989). The latent efficacy construct does not have to do with the consequences of the
work. Absorption is the perception that they are doing such good work and have so much
control over the situation they immerse in the work for the sake of the work.
Engagement is a continuous process, in that people do not have to reach some
threshold of vigor, followed by a threshold of dedication, then absorption, resulting in
engagement. Instead people may feel some energy at work which leads to a little
dedication, which leads to some absorption, which in turn increases energy, starting the
process over again. This process is demonstrated in Figure 2. People will continually
engage strengthening the three latent constructs: energy, identification, and efficacy until
some other source intervenes.
Burnout and Engagement Research
There are two competing theories about how burnout and engagement relate to
each other. The Maslach and Leiter theory (1997) purports that burnout and engagement
12

are comprised of three latent constructs. The latent constructs are energy, involvement,
and efficacy. Burnout occurs from the erosion of the three constructs. Energy turns into
emotional exhaustion, involvement turns into cynicism or depersonalization, and efficacy
turns into reduced personal accomplishment. Engagement, in this theory, is measured by
low scores on any version of the MBI. The theory purports the MBI measures the full
range of the three latent constructs. The theory focuses on the burnout aspect of the
relationship (the erosion of engagement being burnout). Little empirical support for the
theory exists. Research has instead indicated that the MBI measures just the middle to
low sides of the three latent constructs and does not measure engagement (Duran,
Extremera, & Rey, 2004; Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006; Hakanen et al., 2006; Langelaan et
al., 2006; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli et al., 2002a; Schaufeli et al., 2002b).
The MBIs were scaled with the intention of measuring people that had burned out. The
scales on the MBIs measure how depleted the three latent constructs are, and thus have
difficulty indicating if people are high on these constructs.
The Schaufeli and Bakker theory (2004) is a competing theory on the relationship
between burnout and engagement. Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) built on the Maslach and
Leiter theory, one key addition is that the MBI is purported to only measure the low side
of the latent constructs, not the full construct. Another key difference is Schaufeli and
Bakker removed the efficacy components of their theory of burnout and engagement after
later research suggested the reduced personal accomplishment and absorption are not
components. Schaufeli and colleagues developed a measurement of engagement, as
discussed earlier (Schaufeli et al., 2002b) and have performed research on the
relationship between burnout and engagement. As the research progressed they
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demonstrated robustly that burnout and engagement, as measured by the MBI and
UWES, are negatively correlated. Schaufeli and colleagues (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006)
concurred with others (Cordes & Dougherty, 199; Shirom, 2003) that efficacy may be a
personality characteristic rather than a burnout component. Schaufeli and colleagues’
research, along with others, has led to the hypothesis that burnout and engagement are
comprised of only two latent factors: energy and identification (Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004). Research supports the hypothesis that at least two latent factors are evident in the
burnout process (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006).
Research has demonstrated the relationship between burnout and engagement has
three interrelated issues in the literature. First, certain work demands of the samples may
be an issue worth investigating. Second, there are issues of applicability of the Maslach
Burnout Inventory General Survey (MBI-GS) outside the human service professions.
Lastly, there may be measurement issues with the scales. These issues are discussed in
turn.
Work Demands of Samples. The demands of some jobs have consistently been
shown to relate to burnout (Garden, 1987, 1989; Zapf, Seifert, Schmutte, Mertini, &
Holz, 2001). Human service and customer service professions both have high demands
for emotional labor (Zapf et al., 2001). Emotional labor is the demand that people display
socially desirable emotions at work (Grandey, 2000). A study examined emotional labor
across human service, customer service, and non-human service personnel such as
bankers and call center staff (Zapf et al., 2001). Emotional labor predicted burnout in
customer service and human service personnel. Additionally, personal accomplishment
was predicted by sensitivity requirements across all jobs. Sensitivity requirements, a
14

subset of emotional labor requirements, measured the need for empathy and knowledge
about clients’ feelings. These findings suggest emotional labor is a main component in
the reduced personal accomplishment subscale. It is not just job demands that need to be
measured, but also the right type of job demands for the specific jobs.
The lack of attention to the job demands of the human service profession has led
to exclusion of reduced personal accomplishment and absorption from the theory. The
issue is that the samples are all confounded with professions that require high and low
emotional labor. People in professions with high demands for emotional labor may
perceive personal accomplishment differently than other fields. For example, nurses may
perceive displays of desirable emotions and empathy towards patients as necessary and
fundamental requirement of the profession. When depersonalization/cynicism occurs,
people may perceive they are not performing the job adequately because they may feel
they should not feel those emotions. They become cynical towards the work, which
entails the patient receiving care. Conversely, loan officers at a bank may experience
cynicism towards the work, but since the emotional state of caring about the work is not
present, the loan officers will not report reduced personal accomplishment on the MBI
because the feeling of accomplishment may depend on something else. Loan officers at a
bank may measure their personal accomplishment by the amount of loans completed in a
quarter rather than feelings toward the loan recipient.
None of the Schuafeli research specifically inquired about professions with high
emotional labor (Hakanen et al., 2006; Langelaan et al., 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004;
Schaufeli et al., 2002a; Schaufeli et al., 2002b). One of the first studies to examine
burnout and engagement included a variety of professions. Schaufeli et al. (2002b) used
15

the MBI-GS to assess several professions such as clerical, technical support,
management, human services, sales, laboratory settings, production line operators, and
students. They found that burnout and engagement were negatively correlated. A
confirmatory factor analysis showed two core components of burnout, energy and
identification, and three components to engagement. Burnout demonstrating only two
factors may be indicative of the sample used. Engagement demonstrated three factors
because it was created in this study, which had a diverse array of professions. The
demands were not taken into account for burnout.
Schaufeli et al. (2002a) conducted a study of burnout and engagement specifically
on students. The student versions of both the MBI-SS (Student Survey) and UWES-SS
(Utecht Work Engagement Scale Student Version) were used. The student versions
measure burnout and engagement in regards to the student’s academic experience, not
any job they may have held at the time. In the study, a confirmatory factor analysis
determined the MBI-SS and the UWES-SS each had three factors. They also found a
negative correlation between burnout and engagement. As a whole, the study focused on
the demands of the students and thus was able to get good factor loadings on the MBI-SS
and the UWES-S. The reason for these results may be because the scales are specific
enough to capture the specific demands of the students.
Another study by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) included four separate samples:
insurance company employees, employees of Occupational Health and Safety Services, a
pension and fund company employees, and home-care institutions. They examined
differences in burnout and engagement between the home-care institution employees
(high emotional labor) and the other three professions (lower emotional labor). The path
16

coefficient between burnout and engagement was -.70 for people that worked in human
service professions and -.34 to -.54 for non-human service professions. The path
coefficient between burnout and turnover intentions was .48 for the home-care institution
employees and between .19 and .25 for the other professions. It cannot be determined if
there is significant difference between the samples because no tests were performed on
the differences. However, it does suggest there may be differences between the
professions. Engagement’s path coefficient to turnover intentions was relatively the same
across all professions. This study demonstrated the MBI-GS might not be applicable
outside of the human service personnel domain because of the different path coefficients
between the human service and non-human service fields. Unfortunately the study did not
emphasize these statistics, but rather concluded that burnout and engagement were not
measuring the same constructs and focused on burnout by grouping all four professions.
This lack of attention to the profession type may have led the researchers to determine
that reduced personal accomplishment is not part of the burnout process.
Applicability of MBI-GS. Research supports the notion that the MBI is not
applicable to all professions (Garden, 1987, 1989). Specifically, the need for an MBI-SS
to measure burnout in college students demonstrates the demands of students were not
being measured by the MBI-GS.
The MBI-GS is used to measure burnout across many different professions.
Although it has been shown to predict turnover and performance in non-human service
professions (Huang, Chuang, & Lin, 2003), it cannot be assumed that it measures burnout
in all professions. The work demands of people in the samples used for norming the
MBI-HSS, MBI-ES, and MBI-GS all had a specific demand in common, emotional labor.
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This may have inadvertently influenced all versions of the MBI. The MBI-GS may or
may not be applicable to other fields, because it has not been appropriately validated. As
a result, it cannot be assumed that the same three constructs will be apparent in all
professions. Further research should address the role of emotional labor and its
implications for burnout before the MBI-GS is applied to other fields. Despite the fact
that the MBI-GS may not be applicable to other fields that do not have high demands for
emotional labor it has been used in numerous studies of burnout and engagement, which
resulted in fundamental flaws such as the exclusion of the efficacy latent construct
(Cordes & Dougherty, 1993; Gonzalez et al., 2006; Hakanen et al., 2006; Langelaan et
al., 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli et al., 2002a; Schaufeli et al., 2002b).
Measurement Issues. Measurement issues arose in studies examining the
relationship between burnout and engagement. A principle components analysis was
conducted with the emotional exhaustion and cynicism portions of the MBI and the vigor
and dedication portions of the UWES (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006). The analyses
performed provided inconsistent results for a single factor for emotional exhaustion and
vigor and a single factor for cynicism and dedication. The principle components analysis
demonstrated four constructs.
Mokken scaling was used to determine that emotional exhaustion and vigor were
measuring the same latent factor, energy (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006). Similarly,
cynicism and dedication were measuring the same latent factor, identification. Mokken
scaling is similar to Item Response Theory, and is non-parametric. Mokken scaling is a
model for cumulative items and tests whether two or more items belong on one
dimension. The study examined the energy and identification components of the burnout18

engagement continuum and did not consider human service or similar professions, which
require high amounts of emotional labor. Thus, there remains the question of whether
burnout and engagement have an efficacy component.
Measurement issues were demonstrated in the Gonzalez-Roma et al. (2006) study.
The two scales, the MBI and the UWES, measure three latent constructs. The problem is
that they may be measuring only the low to medium ranges and medium to high ranges of
the constructs, respectively. This is an issue with the scales, not the latent constructs.
The issue facing the burnout and engagement research has to do with wording.
The scale is worded negatively so that higher scores reflect lower levels of the construct.
In contrast, the UWES is worded positively so that higher scores represent higher levels
of the construct. These differences in wording appear to lead to range restriction in the
scores for these scales. The scores on the MBI appear to be restricted to low ends of the
constructs, and the scores on the UWES are restricted to high ends of the constructs.
When used together this creates somewhat of a bimodal distribution because there are
fewer scores in the middle ranges of the latent constructs. This issue may be caused by
answering bias or by the wording of the items.
Gonzalez-Roma et al. (2006) found people that responded low on both measures
of a latent construct. People that responded high on the emotional exhaustion scale were
expected to score low on the vigor scale, and vice versa. Responses for the two scales
were submitted to a principle components analysis, which found evidence of two factors.
There are two explanations for these findings. One is the two scales measure different
constructs. That is, burnout and engagement might not be opposite ends of a continuum
but distinct constructs. An alternative explanation is that the negative wording in the MBI
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scale produces a separate wording factor. The latent constructs of energy and
identification are still present, but the wording of the scales influences how individuals
will respond.
Certain aspects of both the Maslach and Leiter (1997) and Schaufeli and Bakker
(2004) theories can be taken to create one encompassing theory. There are three latent
constructs in the burnout and engagement process. Burnout is the erosion of the three
latent constructs, and engagement is the strengthening of these three latent constructs. To
be burned out people must have low engagement scores and high burnout scores.
Conversely, to be engaged people must have high engagement scores and low burnout
scores. It is not enough to have low scores on the burnout scale to indicate engagement.
Similarly, low scores on the engagement scale do not indicate burnout. There may be
people at the job that will have low burnout and low engagement scores. These people
will be neither burned-out nor engaged.
Current Study
The current study explored whether burnout and engagement are comprised of the
same three latent constructs. If we can determine the constructs that comprise the burnout
and engagement processes we can gain a better understanding of the process which
people become burned-out or engaged. Furthermore we may intervene with the burnout
process to prevent people from burning out. For example, if we see signs of low energy
we intervene and stop the process while trying to promote higher energy leading to
engagement. We can assist in the engagement process and promote personal and
situational variables that will foster the strengthening of the three latent constructs:
energy, identification, and efficacy. Additionally, if three latent constructs are evident
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from the analyses it would support the theory for the efficacy construct in professions
with high emotional labor demands, which may help clarify the concepts of burnout and
engagement and some of the sampling issues that have surrounded them.
The current study used confirmatory factor analysis to determine whether burnout
and engagement measure the same latent constructs in customer service personnel. The
confirmatory factor analysis allowed a strict analysis of the number of factors. People
employed in customer service professions were sampled to ensure that validity for all the
subscales was present, because burnout and engagement as measured by the MBIs may
only be applicable to certain professions. The current study concentrated on whether the
three constructs that form the burnout process and the three constructs that form the
engagement process are indicators of the same latent constructs. Measures of energy,
identification, and work-place efficacy were used to determine convergent validity for the
latent constructs. It was hypothesized that burnout and engagement, in human service and
customer service jobs, measure the same three latent constructs of energy, identification,
and efficacy at work.
The proposed best-fit model is:
H1: The model of best fit will be a three factor model where emotional exhaustion and
vigor load onto one factor (energy), depersonalization/cynicism and dedication load onto
one factor (identification), and reduced personal accomplishment and absorption will
load onto one factor (efficacy).
Examining three other hypotheses would assess convergent and discriminant validity.
H2: The energy latent factor of the model will correlate with a measure of energy at
work.
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H3: The identification latent factor will correlate with a measure of identification at work.
H4: The efficacy latent factor will correlate with a measure of work self-efficacy.
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Method
Sample and Procedure
Participants in this study were 250 introductory to psychology students at a
Midwestern university, who participated for credit. A power analysis was conducted
using a power analysis program, Gpower, and it was determined that a sample of 82
participants would have adequate power for the analyses to be conducted. However, a
sample of at least 250 is needed to perform structural equation modeling (Kline, 2005).
Students were recruited from an online data collection web site. The website stated the
requirements for the study. To be included in the sample, students must have been
employed a minimum of 15 hours a week. Previous burnout research suggests that parttime employment is a minimum of 15 hours a week (Chang, Rand, & Strunk, 2000).
Additional inclusion criteria was that the job the student currently has must be a human
services or customer service job. These professions require high amounts of emotional
labor (Zapf et al., 2001). An emotional labor scale was included to validate people
participating from the chosen professions are experiencing high amounts of emotional
labor. A t-test was performed to determine if the participants were experiencing high
emotional labor as a group. The MBI-GS and UWES measures were randomly combined
into one 33-item questionnaire to avoid response bias (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006;
Schaufeli et al., 2002b). None of the scales had the names of the scales on them to avoid
response bias.
Measures
Emotional Labor. Emotional labor was measured with the Emotional Work
Requirements Scale (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002). It has two subscales which measure
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positive and negative display rules for emotional labor in the workplace. Positive display
rules are emotional labor requirements to display positive emotions (e.g. “I express
friendly emotions.”) to be effective at their job. Negative display rules are emotional
labor requirements to hide negative emotions (e.g. “I hide my disgust over something
someone has done.”) to be effective at their job. The two scales consist of a total of eightitems, the positive display rules subscale has an internal consistency reliability of .78, and
the negative display rules subscale has an internal consistency reliability of .77.
Energy. Energy was assessed with three scales, the emotional exhaustion subscale
of the MBI-GS, the vigor subscale of the UWES, and the Motivation and Energy
Inventory (Fehnel et al., 2004). The emotional exhaustion subscale of the MBI-GS
consists of five items, the internal consistency reliability of the subscale is .90 (Maslach,
Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). At the publisher’s request, the MBI-GS subscales are not
presented in this document. Instead, the reader is directed to the MBI-GS manual where
the information can be found. The vigor subscale of the UWES consists of five items
(e.g. “When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.”), the internal consistency
of the subscale is .80 (Schaufeli et al., 2002b). The emotional exhaustion and vigor
subscales are both measured on a seven-point response scale ranging from 0 (“never”) to
6 (“always”).
The full range of the energy construct at work was measured using the Motivation
and Energy Inventory (MEI) subscales for mental energy (Fehnel et al., 2004). The
mental energy scale is nine items (e.g. “How often do you have problems
concentrating?”). The mental energy scale is scored on a six-point response scale ranging
from 0 (“never”) to 6 (“everyday or nearly everyday”). The Motivation and Energy
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Inventory (MEI) was created with the intent to measure mental energy. The participants
were given the questionnaire and a set of four cognitive interviews, which included thinkaloud and directive probing techniques. The questionnaire results were compared to the
cognitive interviews and were correlated. Factor analyses found three subscales to the
MEI: mental energy, social motivation, and physical energy. The mental energy subscale
is the only subscale that will be used in the research because social motivation and
physical energy are not part of the energy construct the burnout and engagement
processes. The internal consistency reliability of the measure is 0.89 (Fehnel et al., 2004).
The scale was used to provide convergent validity for the energy component of the
proposed model. If the underlying construct for the emotional exhaustion and vigor factor
is energy it should correlate with the MEI. The scale was also used to demonstrate
discriminant validity for the other two constructs.
Work Identification. Work identification was assessed with three scales, the
cynicism subscale of the MBI-GS, the dedication subscale of the UWES, and an
organizational identification scale modified to measure work identification. The cynicism
subscale consists of five items, the internal consistency reliability of the subscale is .79
(Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). The cynicism subscale is a part of the MBI-GS and
cannot be reproduced in this document. The dedication subscale consists of five items
(e.g. “To me, my job is challenging.”), the internal consistency of the subscale is .80
(Schaufeli et al., 2002b). The cynicism and dedication subscales are both measured on a
seven-point response scale ranging from 0 (“never”) to 6 (“always”).
The full range of the work identification construct was measured using the fouritem scale developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992). The Organizational Identification
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Scale was created to measure what extent an person identifies with their organization.
The scale has an internal consistency ranging from 0.81 to 0.87 and has been used in
other studies as an indicator of identification (Van Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006). The
scale was be modified to measure identity with an person’s work (“When someone
criticizes my work, it feels like a personal insult.”). All items on the work identification
scale were scored in a five-point response scale ranging from 1 (“Strongly Agree”) to 5
(“Strongly Disagree”). The identity subscale will adequately measure whether the person
identifies with they work. The scale was included to provide convergent validity for the
identification component of the proposed model. If the underlying construct for the
depersonalization/cynicism and dedication factor is identification it should correlate with
the work identification scale. The scale was also used to demonstrate discriminant
validity for the other two constructs.
Efficacy. Efficacy was assessed with three scales, the personal accomplishment
subscale of the MBI-GS, the absorption subscale of the UWES, and the General SelfEfficacy Scale (Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1993). The personal accomplishment subscale
consists of six items, the internal consistency reliability of the subscale is .71 (Maslach,
Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). The personal accomplishment subscale is a part of the MBI-GS
and cannot be reproduced in this document. The absorption subscale consists of five
items (e.g. “Time flies when I am at work.”), the internal consistency of the subscale is
.75 (Schaufeli et al., 2002b). The personal accomplishment and absorption subscales are
both measured on a seven-point response scale ranging from 0 (“never”) to 6 (“always”).
The General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE) (Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1993) was used
to measure the full range of work self-efficacy. The GSE is a ten-item scale (e.g. “I can
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always manage to solve difficult problems at work if I try hard enough.”) which measures
individual beliefs that one can perform novel or difficult tasks, or cope with adversity
across various domains. The scale has been used to measure self-efficacy in numerous
studies, and has been positively correlated with favorable emotions, dispositional
optimism, and work satisfaction. It has been negatively correlated with stress, anxiety,
depression, and health complaints. The scale has an internal consistency reliability
ranging from .76 to .90 with the majority of the alphas in the high .80s
(http://userpage.fu-berlin.de/~health/engscal.htm). The scale is one-dimensional and all
the items are scored on a four-point agreement scale ranging from 1 (“not at all”) to 4
(“exactly true”). The scale was made to measure general self-efficacy, but has been
modified in other studies to measure specific forms of efficacy (http://userpage.fuberlin.de/~health/engscal.htm). The scale was modified to measure efficacy at work. The
GSE was included to provide convergent validity for the efficacy component of the
proposed model. If the underlying construct for the reduced personal accomplishment and
absorption factor is efficacy it should correlate with the GSE. The scale was also included
to demonstrate discriminant validity for the other two constructs.
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Results
Checking Assumptions
The Mahalanobis distance statistics was run in AMOS to determine the significant
outliers of the data set. Three cases were labeled as outliers, and were discarded from the
data set. Tests for normality were conducted by examining skew and kurtosis of the
variables. All variables had sufficient normality for structural equation modeling.
The means, standard deviations, and internal consistency reliability estimates
calculated for the scales in the study are reported in Table 1 (MBI-GS scores are not
reported at the request of the publisher). The current study’s means, standard deviations,
and internal consistency reliabilities are considerably lower than the reported means,
standard deviations, and internal consistency reliability estimates as reported in the MBIGS manual. This difference may be due to the combination of the MBI-GS and the
UWES. For this reason the scores in the current study were compared to the scores
reported by Schaufeli et al (2002) that also combined the two scales. The scores reported
by Schaufeli and colleagues for the MBI and UWES combined were comparable to those
found in the current study. All scales in the study had acceptable internal consistency
reliability estimates except the absorption subscale of the UWUES and the modified
organizational identification scale, which had internal consistency reliabilities of .66 and
.57 respectively.
Testing Hypotheses
A one-sample t-test was performed to determine whether the sample for the
present study had significantly higher scores for display rules of emotional labor than the
clerical worker sample reported by Brotheridge and Grandey (2002). The current sample
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had significantly higher demands for displaying positive emotions, t(245) = 41.23, p <
.001 (two-tailed) and for hiding negative emotions t(245) = 16.63, p < .001 (two-tailed).
The comparative fit index (CFI) and root mean square residual (SMRS) were the
only indices used to determine goodness of fit, however the chi-square (X2) and root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) are reported for each model. Hu and
Bentler (1999) found that two indices would adequately determine model fit, one from
each of two categories. One index should utilize the maximum likelihood and the other
index should be utilize either generalized least squares or asymptotically distribution-free
estimators. The SMRS is the maximum likelihood based fit index and is the most
sensitive to models with misspecified factor covariances or latent structures. The RMSEA
and the CFI are both from the second category of indices. These two fit indices are the
most sensitive to models with misspecified factor loadings. The CFI was chosen as the
second index because it assesses the relative improvement of fit of the model with a null
model that assumes zero population covariances among the observed variables.
Additionally, the CFI does not assume perfect population fit for the model being tested.
A confirmatory factor analysis examined whether burnout and engagement
measure the same three constructs, energy, identification, and efficacy. Model one, is a
one-factor model and depicts a hypothesis of all the measures loading onto one factor.
Model two is a two-factor model depicting emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization/cynicism, and reduced personal accomplishment loading onto a
burnout factor; and vigor, dedication, and absorption loading onto an engagement factor.
This model hypothesized that burnout and engagement are separate processes, both with
three steps. Model three is another hypothesis that burnout and engagement are separate
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processes that do not share the same underlying constructs. Model three is a three-factor
model depicting emotional exhaustion and vigor loading onto one factor,
depersonalization/cynicism and dedication loading onto one factor, and reduced personal
accomplishment and absorption loading onto one factor. Model three is hypothesized to
be the best fitting model and depicts three main constructs energy, identification, and
efficacy. Questions from the MBI-GS and the UWES subscales were parceled into two
parcels per subscale. Parcels were used to create better fit for the models. Using parcels
instead of the 33 questions reduces the parameters of the model, for better estimates of fit
indices, but does not change the underlying constructs.
The Chi-squares, degrees of freedom, CFI, RMSEA, and SMRS estimates are
reported in Table 2. None of the models hypothesized had adequate fit. As expected
model one, the model that proposes one latent factor for all of burnout and engagement,
has very poor fit with a CFI of .67, RMSEA .20, and SMRS .15. Model two, which
proposes a three factor model of burnout and engagement, both as second order latent
factors, also has poor fit with a CFI of .81, RMSEA .16, and SMRS .19. Model three,
which proposes three latent constructs, energy, identification, and efficacy, also has poor
fit with a CFI of .69, RMSEA .19, SMRS .15. Hypothesis one was not supported.
Hypotheses two, three, and four were not tested because model three did not have
adequate fit. The model of best fit did not have second order latent constructs of energy,
identification, or efficacy. The constructs cannot be tested for convergent or discriminant
validity if the highest order factor is not the hypothesized latent constructs of energy,
identification, or efficacy. Due to poor model fit of all the proposed models additional
models were created to assess best model fit.
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As discussed earlier the wording of the items on the tests may have played a role
in the how participants responded to items on the scales. Two of the three burnout
subscales are worded in negative terminology to assess burnout whereas, the third (PA) is
worded positively and is reverse scored to determine burnout. All items on the
engagement scale are worded positively, and none are reverse scored. This led to an
exploratory hypothesis that the underlying second order latent factors for the cynicism
and emotional exhaustion scale would be a latent factor of negative wording. Similarly, it
was expected that the vigor, dedication, absorption, and personal accomplishment
subscales are predicative of the second order latent construct of positive wording. Model
four illustrates this model. Model four did not have adequate fit either, with a CFI of .92,
RMSEA .10, and SMRS .08. The absorption latent construct was covarying with the
second order construct of negatively worded items and the latent constructs under the
second order latent constructs, emotional exhaustion and vigor.
Model five represents the six subscales of burnout and engagement as
independent latent factors that covary. This model is proposed on the previous research
that has found six latent constructs, three for the MBI and UWES. Research has indicated
that all the constructs are, at the very least, associated with each other (Kline, 2005).
Model five is a model that represents the theory of six latent constructs. Model five had
adequate fit with a CFI of .96, .RMSEA .09, and SMRS .05.
Model six was the model originally proposed by Schaufeli and Bakker (2002).
This model consists of two second order latent constructs, burnout and engagement, with
personal accomplishment and absorption as two independent latent constructs that covary
with the burnout and engagement constructs. Burnout is comprised of emotional
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exhaustion and cynicism, and engagement is comprised of vigor and dedication. Model
six had adequate fit with a CFI of .95, RMSEA .09, and SMRS .06. No model was
proposed that consisted of the latent constructs energy and identification with emotional
exhaustion and vigor, and cynicism and dedication as lower order latent variables. The
regression weights from model six did not justify attempting the model, as poor fit was
sure to ensue. The covariance between absorption and personal accomplishment was .70.
The high covariance between these two latent constructs led to the hypothesis that
personal accomplishment and absorption may be part of the same second order latent
construct. To test this, model seven was created.
Model seven represents a two factor structure of burnout and engagement, with
third second order latent construct for efficacy. The strong correlation between the two
variables indicated that they might be representative of a second order latent construct.
Model seven was approaching adequate fit. The CFI for the model was .94, RMSEA .10,
and SMRS .07.
The model chosen to best describe the data was model six. Although model seven
had close to good fit the difference between the two models would not be significant. The
models were compared theoretically because they were so close in fit. Model six is the
preferred model because it has a stronger theoretical basis. Schaufeli et al. (2004)
discussed when they created the absorption subscale they did not intend it to be, nor did
they see it as a polar opposite of personal accomplishment. I had expected the two to be
part of the same latent construct, but the covariance of .70 does not support that
hypothesis. Similarly, the two constructs only correlated with each other at .54, which
was significant but not strong enough to confirm convergent validity. Similarly, model
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five is rejected because it does not tell us anything about the latent constructs except that
they are all present and all covary with each other. There is no theory behind model five
other than the six latent constructs have been found in the literature and have been found
to covary.
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Discussion
The current study used confirmatory factor analysis to examine the psychometric
structure of burnout and engagement in a sample of employed students that had high
demands for emotional labor. Results revealed that the current sample did have high
demands for emotional labor. The best fitting model was not a model hypothesized in this
study. Instead, it was a model that consisted of two second order latent factors and
personal accomplishment and absorption as separate latent factors with no second order
factor associated with them. The two second order latent factors are found in the study
are assumed to be burnout and engagement, with burnout encompassing emotional
exhaustion and cynicism, and engagement encompassing vigor and dedication.
It is assumed that burnout and engagement are the second order latent constructs
for several reasons. First, none of the original three models had good fit. All three models
had poor CFIs, RMSEAs, and SMRSs. The models could not be rectified for better fit.
Three there was no theoretical reason for making any modifications.
Second, the two latent factors are not assumed to be the wording of the items. If
the two latent variables were the wording of the items, the personal accomplishment and
absorption subscales would have both fallen under the second latent construct that
accounted for vigor and dedication, as all are positively worded scales. Model four,
which depicts two latent constructs, one for negatively worded items and one for
positively worded items, did not have sufficient fit. The inadequate fit leads to the
assumption that it is not just the wording of the items that is causing the items to fall on
the certain second order latent constructs.
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Third, model six was chosen over model five because of the theoretical support
the model has over model five. Research has shown that burnout may only be comprised
of emotional exhaustion and cynicism. It was originally hypothesized that personal
accomplishment’s exclusion from burnout theory was due a lack of emotional labor
demands for some people at work, and that burnout in people employed in professions
with high demands for emotional labor would still exemplify a three-factor model.
However, model six being the model of best fit demonstrates that burnout and
engagement may only be comprised of two latent constructs. Model five did not have any
theoretical basis for assuming the model.
Similarly, model six was chosen over model seven because model seven is
contrary to the theoretical explanation of personal accomplishment and absorption. The
two constructs, personal accomplishment and absorption, did have a moderate
correlation, .54, but to be considered as measuring the same latent construct two variables
should be correlated .85 or higher (Kline, 2005). Additionally, Schaufeli et al. (2002)
explained that in creating the UWES absorption was not theoretically linked to personal
accomplishment. The case was made in this paper that personal accomplishment and
absorption may be measuring the same latent construct which was part of hypothesis one,
but the data does not support this theory. Model fit was worse when absorption and
personal accomplishment were joined under a second order latent construct.
No analyses on convergent and divergent validity were performed on the
constructs of emotional exhaustion, cynicism, personal accomplishment, vigor,
dedication, and absorption. The analyses were not performed because the second order
latent constructs in the best fitting model are not assumed to be energy, identification, or
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efficacy. The evidence that the two latent constructs are neither energy, identification, nor
efficacy leads to the assumption that we cannot use the MEI, Work Identification, or
General Self-Efficacy scales to provide convergent or divergent validity for the subscales
of the MBI-GS or the UWES.
Implications
There are several implications of this study. The first implication is burnout and
engagement are separate constructs, as depicted in the best fitting model. Future research
should investigate the relationship between burnout and engagement. The second
implication is that wording may have an impact on the scales. As seen in model 4, there
is a strong relationship between all the negatively worded items and all the positively
worded items. Model four did not have the best fit, but it was approaching adequate fit.
This may suggest that wording causes the answering bias in the scales. Lastly, this study
only examined people with high requirements for positive and negative display rules. The
two factor structure model demonstrated in this study adds validity to the application of
the MBI-GS across occupations. Two factors were found for burnout and engagement in
individuals with high emotional labor, which may be interpreted as the type of profession
not playing a role in burnout, however future research should address this question more
in depth.
Future Research
Furthermore, to ensure that burnout and engagement are separate constructs one
scale that is neutrally worded should be created to determine if the two constructs are
mutually exclusive. The difference between the two scales may have to do with the
wording of the scales. As stated previously, there are issues with range restrictions of the
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scales; the MBI was created to predict the middle to low ends of the three latent
constructs, and the UWES was created to measure the middle to high ends of the three
latent constructs. Model four, which depicted two second order latent constructs of
negatively worded items and positively worded items fit moderately well, although did
not meet all the criteria for adequate fit for this study. A larger sample size would help
determine which model is the best fitting model, as the current study may have
capitalized on chance as the best fitting model is not a model hypothesized. Future
research should also investigate differences in structure across professions with high,
medium, and low requirements for emotional labor to ensure the applicability of the
MBI-GS across occupations. Future research should also examine the differences
between human service and customer service professions, and non-human service
professions. The differences between these groups may be the key to understanding the
relationship between burnout and engagement as college students employed in customer
service professions may not identify with the job as much as full-time non-college
students.
Limitations
There are several limitations to the current study. First, none of the models
proposed had adequate fit. The subsequent models that were produced after the ill fit of
the other models may be capitalizing on chance. To ensure that the study has not
capitalized on chance a future study should perform a confirmatory factor analysis with a
larger sample. The current study’s sample may also not generalize to a non-student
population.
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Table 2
Fit Indices
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Model 6
Model 7

χ2
562.9
335.3
522.2
172.2
108.7
124.9
143.9

df
54
47
51
47
39
45
45

CFI
.67
.81
.69
.92
.96
.95
.94
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RMSEA
.20
.16
.19
.10
.09
.09
.10

SMRS
.15
.19
.15
.08
.05
.06
.07

Figure 1

Figure 2

D = Demand, R = Resources, EE = Emotional Exhaustion, D/C =
Depersonalization/cynicism, RP = Reduced Personal Accomplishment, VI = Vigor, DE =
Dedication, AB = Absorption
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